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This paper outlines a new framework for gauging the properties of quasi-experimental estimates of
the willingness to pay (WTP) for changes in environmental and other non-market amenities.  As a
rule, quasi-experimental methods cannot offer alternative hypotheses to judge the quality of their quasi
random assignments of treatment and control outcomes to economic agents. Their results must be
judged by the explanation of the event used to construct the assignment and the counter examples
offered as robustness checks for the logic of each application. This paper develops a four-step procedure
for situations that rely on housing price capitalization. It is a computational analog to Chetty’s [2009]
call for considering the measurement objectives as part of evaluating the relevance of reduced versus
structural form modeling strategies. Two diverse applications are used to establish the method’s relevance
for environmental problems. The first examines the value of a conversion of land cover from xeric
to wet landscape. The second examines the clean-up of hazardous waste sites. We find that even when
quasi-experimental methods have access to statistically ideal instruments their performance in measuring
















































































































































































relative prices for private goods (from p to  ˜  p ) but not income. 
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B ji(Vi) is household i’s bid for house j with its utility level at  ij v . Assume  X ji =1 if 





B ji(vi*) = Pj * if  X ji =1 for all j and i 
 
B ji(vi*) ≤ Pj * if  X ji = 0 for all j and i  
 
X ji i=1
N ∑ =1  j=1, …, N  
 
X ji j=1
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Variable Estimate Std Err t‐stat Mean Std Dev Min Max
Constant / Price
a 8.010 0.027 297.330 16,048 10,583 1,870 184,250
Square feet (100s) 0.040 0.000 327.600 17.81 6.42 6.00 45.00
Acres 0.149 0.002 69.120 0.22 0.22 0.05 19.96
Stories ‐0.182 0.001 ‐127.530 1.14 0.34 1.00 4.00
Bathrooms 0.140 0.001 128.420 2.43 0.81 0.50 6.00
Age ‐0.003 0.000 ‐80.080 17.71 15.92 1.00 85.00
Pool 0.112 0.001 110.300 0.26 0.44 0.00 1.00
Garage 0.125 0.002 61.520 0.95 0.22 0.00 1.00
Wet 0.070 0.001 61.370 0.18 0.38 0.00 1.00
July min temp ‐0.006 0.000 ‐17.970 78.75 2.01 67.16 86.30
CBD distance 0.002 0.000 21.750 14.13 5.94 0.51 42.84
1981 ‐0.277 0.013 ‐20.770
1982 ‐0.402 0.015 ‐26.360
1983 0.102 0.009 11.790
1984 0.149 0.008 17.720
1985 0.204 0.008 24.930
1986 0.238 0.008 29.730
1987 0.228 0.008 28.490
1988 0.226 0.008 28.250
1989 0.236 0.008 29.310
1990 0.222 0.008 27.810
1991 0.214 0.008 27.000
1992 0.229 0.008 29.180
1993 0.293 0.008 37.440
1994 0.353 0.008 45.680
1995 0.432 0.008 55.980
1996 0.501 0.008 65.470
1997 0.570 0.008 74.700
1998 0.624 0.008 82.440
1999 0.695 0.008 92.070
2000 0.767 0.008 101.670
2001 0.820 0.008 108.790
2002 0.870 0.008 115.550
2003 0.963 0.008 127.060











Variable Estimate Std Err t‐stat Mean Std Dev Min Max
Constant / Price
b 8.803 0.061 145.350 14,558 9,063 1,870 151,085
Square feet (100s) 0.032 0.000 228.740 18.46 6.49 6.00 45.00
Acres 0.098 0.002 47.650 0.24 0.30 0.05 20.00
Stories ‐0.084 0.002 ‐52.420 1.14 0.34 1.00 4.00
Bathrooms 0.054 0.001 43.570 2.53 0.81 0.50 6.00
Age ‐0.006 0.000 ‐70.340 14.46 14.60 1.00 80.00
Pool 0.066 0.001 59.710 0.29 0.45 0.00 1.00
Garage 0.053 0.002 21.890 0.96 0.20 0.00 1.00
NPL inverse distance ‐0.021 0.006 ‐3.220 0.15 0.18 0.02 14.04
CBD distance 0.001 0.001 0.550 14.72 5.98 0.51 72.17
1991 ‐0.005 0.003 ‐1.880
1992 0.026 0.003 9.690
1993 0.098 0.003 37.470
1994 0.167 0.003 65.920
1995 0.240 0.003 95.580
1996 0.299 0.002 121.490
1997 0.355 0.002 145.610
1998 0.415 0.002 173.430















Model Sample Specification Instruments
a Mean Median 5% 95% % Error
b
True WTP Full 467.4 474.9 191.8 720.1 0.0%
CS Before Full Linear 476.0 476.0 476.0 476.0 1.8%
CS After Full Linear 494.2 494.2 494.2 494.2 5.7%
Difference Full Linear 358.6 358.6 358.6 358.6 ‐23.3%
IV ‐ CS After Full Linear Wet 641.9 641.9 641.9 641.9 37.3%
IV ‐ Difference Full Linear General 611.1 611.1 611.1 611.1 30.7%
IV ‐ Difference Full Linear Wet 603.8 603.8 603.8 603.8 29.2%
IV ‐ Difference Full Linear Wet, Dry 602.5 602.5 602.5 602.5 28.9%
CS Before Full Log‐Linear 479.9 476.5 465.3 504.0 2.7%
CS After Full Log‐Linear 492.8 490.1 478.3 516.1 5.4%
Difference Full Log‐Linear 362.0 360.0 351.3 379.0 ‐22.6%
IV ‐ CS After Full Log‐Linear Wet 639.5 636.0 620.7 669.7 36.8%
IV ‐ Difference Full Log‐Linear General 622.6 619.1 604.3 651.9 33.2%
IV ‐ Difference Full Log‐Linear Wet 615.1 611.7 597.0 644.1 31.6%
IV ‐ Difference Full Log‐Linear Wet, Dry 613.5 610.1 595.5 642.4 31.3%
True WTP Wet Only 518.3 520.4 225.0 750.2 0.0%
CS Before Wet Only Linear 476.0 476.0 476.0 476.0 ‐8.2%
CS After Wet Only Linear 494.2 494.2 494.2 494.2 ‐4.6%
Difference Wet Only Linear 358.6 358.6 358.6 358.6 ‐30.8%
IV ‐ CS After Wet Only Linear Wet 641.9 641.9 641.9 641.9 23.9%
IV ‐ Difference Wet Only Linear General 611.1 611.1 611.1 611.1 17.9%
IV ‐ Difference Wet Only Linear Wet 603.8 603.8 603.8 603.8 16.5%
IV ‐ Difference Wet Only Linear Wet, Dry 602.5 602.5 602.5 602.5 16.2%
CS Before Wet Only Log‐Linear 483.8 481.2 466.1 507.7 ‐6.6%
CS After Wet Only Log‐Linear 496.6 493.7 479.2 519.2 ‐4.2%
Difference Wet Only Log‐Linear 364.7 362.6 352.0 381.4 ‐29.6%
IV ‐ CS After Wet Only Log‐Linear Wet 644.4 640.7 621.9 673.8 24.3%
IV ‐ Difference Wet Only Log‐Linear General 627.3 623.7 605.4 655.9 21.0%
IV ‐ Difference Wet Only Log‐Linear Wet 619.8 616.2 598.1 648.0 19.6%






Model Sample Specification Instruments
a Mean Median 5% 95% % Error
b
True WTP Full Linear 1.9 0.0 ‐7.9 15.6 0.0%
CS Before Full Linear 0.7 0.0 ‐5.7 7.5 ‐62.4%
CS After Full Linear 1.3 0.0 ‐10.9 14.3 ‐28.5%
Difference Full Linear 1.4 0.0 ‐11.1 14.7 ‐26.8%
IV ‐ CS After Full Linear 20.3 0.0 ‐163.7 215.4 975.1%
IV ‐ Difference Full Linear Switch 2.0 0.0 ‐15.9 20.9 4.5%
IV ‐ Difference Full Linear Mot 1.3 0.0 ‐10.6 13.9 ‐30.5%
CS Before Full Log‐Linear 0.7 0.0 ‐5.5 7.5 ‐62.5%
CS After Full Log‐Linear 1.4 0.0 ‐10.6 14.4 ‐27.6%
Difference Full Log‐Linear 1.4 0.0 ‐10.8 14.6 ‐26.5%
IV ‐ CS After Full Log‐Linear 20.4 0.0 ‐158.7 216.1 984.6%
IV ‐ Difference Full Log‐Linear Switch 2.0 0.0 ‐15.9 21.6 8.6%
IV ‐ Difference Full Log‐Linear Mot 1.3 0.0 ‐10.4 14.1 ‐29.1%
True WTP Motorola Linear 6.1 4.3 ‐7.2 21.7 0.0%
CS Before Motorola Linear 2.1 1.8 ‐3.0 7.8 ‐64.6%
CS After Motorola Linear 4.1 3.4 ‐5.7 14.9 ‐32.8%
Difference Motorola Linear 4.2 3.5 ‐5.9 15.2 ‐31.2%
IV ‐ CS After Motorola Linear 61.4 51.7 ‐86.2 224.0 911.1%
IV ‐ Difference Motorola Linear Switch 6.0 5.0 ‐8.4 21.8 ‐1.7%
IV ‐ Difference Motorola Linear Mot 4.0 3.3 ‐5.6 14.5 ‐34.7%
CS Before Motorola Log‐Linear 2.2 1.8 ‐3.0 8.0 ‐64.5%
CS After Motorola Log‐Linear 4.2 3.4 ‐5.8 15.4 ‐31.5%
Difference Motorola Log‐Linear 4.2 3.4 ‐5.9 15.7 ‐30.4%
IV ‐ CS After Motorola Log‐Linear 62.3 50.7 ‐86.6 230.9 926.4%
IV ‐ Difference Motorola Log‐Linear Switch 6.2 5.1 ‐8.7 23.1 2.8%





Model Sample Specification Instruments
a Mean Median 5% 95% % Error
b Mean Median 5% 95% % Error
b
True WTP Full Linear 9.8 3.7 ‐8.9 43.0 0.0% 41.3 41.8 16.3 66.6 0.0%
CS Before Full Linear 3.4 1.8 ‐6.4 14.7 ‐65.5% 38.8 37.8 19.2 58.2 ‐6.1%
CS After Full Linear 6.8 3.6 ‐12.9 29.4 ‐30.8% 23.5 21.4 13.9 42.3 ‐43.2%
Difference Full Linear 1.7 0.9 ‐3.2 7.2 ‐83.0% 13.7 12.5 8.1 24.8 ‐66.7%
IV ‐ CS After Full Linear Land, Mot 102.6 54.9 ‐195.2 445.3 947.4% 355.3 323.3 210.5 640.6 760.1%
IV ‐ Difference Full Linear Switch 10.3 5.5 ‐19.6 44.7 5.2% 35.7 32.5 21.1 64.3 ‐13.6%
IV ‐ Difference Full Linear Land, Mot 8.6 4.6 ‐16.3 37.1 ‐12.7% 29.6 27.0 17.5 53.4 ‐28.3%
CS Before Full Log‐Linear 3.3 1.8 ‐6.1 14.0 ‐66.7% 37.7 36.8 18.4 56.0 ‐8.8%
CS After Full Log‐Linear 6.9 3.8 ‐12.9 29.7 ‐29.1% 24.2 22.3 14.2 43.0 ‐41.5%
Difference Full Log‐Linear 1.5 0.8 ‐2.8 6.4 ‐84.7% 13.9 12.8 8.1 24.7 ‐66.5%
IV ‐ CS After Full Log‐Linear Land, Mot 102.0 55.9 ‐189.1 436.5 941.3% 354.8 327.1 208.2 631.8 758.9%
IV ‐ Difference Full Log‐Linear Switch 10.7 5.9 ‐19.8 45.7 9.1% 37.2 34.3 21.8 66.2 ‐10.0%
IV ‐ Difference Full Log‐Linear Land, Mot 8.8 4.8 ‐16.3 37.7 ‐10.1% 30.7 28.3 18.0 54.6 ‐25.8%
True WTP Motorola Linear 7.4 5.0 ‐7.7 25.4 0.0%
CS Before Motorola Linear 2.4 1.8 ‐3.6 8.8 ‐67.2%
CS After Motorola Linear 4.9 3.6 ‐7.3 17.7 ‐34.3%
Difference Motorola Linear 1.2 0.9 ‐1.8 4.3 ‐83.9%
IV ‐ CS After Motorola Linear Land, Mot 73.5 54.9 ‐109.8 268.4 893.7%
IV ‐ Difference Motorola Linear Switched 7.4 5.5 ‐11.0 27.0 ‐0.2%
IV ‐ Difference Motorola Linear Land, Mot 6.1 4.6 ‐9.2 22.4 ‐17.1%
CS Before Motorola Log‐Linear 2.4 1.8 ‐3.6 9.0 ‐67.3%
CS After Motorola Log‐Linear 5.1 3.8 ‐7.6 19.1 ‐30.4%
Difference Motorola Log‐Linear 1.1 0.8 ‐1.6 4.1 ‐85.0%
IV ‐ CS After Motorola Log‐Linear Land, Mot 75.5 56.3 ‐111.4 279.9 921.7%
IV ‐ Difference Motorola Log‐Linear Switched 7.9 5.9 ‐11.7 29.3 7.1%
IV ‐ Difference Motorola Log‐Linear Land, Mot 6.5 4.9 ‐9.6 24.2 ‐11.7%
True WTP Landfill Linear 31.1 29.7 12.1 50.8 0.0%
CS Before Landfill Linear 42.8 46.5 19.1 59.3 37.7%
CS After Landfill Linear 21.7 17.3 13.7 42.5 ‐30.2%
Difference Landfill Linear 12.7 10.2 8.0 24.9 ‐59.1%
IV ‐ CS After Landfill Linear Land, Mot 328.4 262.3 207.4 643.6 956.9%
IV ‐ Difference Landfill Linear Switched 33.0 26.3 20.8 64.6 6.1%
IV ‐ Difference Landfill Linear Land, Mot 27.4 21.9 17.3 53.7 ‐11.9%
CS Before Landfill Log‐Linear 41.0 44.9 18.1 56.7 32.1%
CS After Landfill Log‐Linear 22.0 17.9 13.9 43.0 ‐29.1%
Difference Landfill Log‐Linear 12.6 10.3 7.9 24.7 ‐59.4%
IV ‐ CS After Landfill Log‐Linear Land, Mot 323.4 263.6 203.6 631.8 940.7%
IV ‐ Difference Landfill Log‐Linear Switched 33.9 27.6 21.3 66.2 9.0%






Model Sample Specification Instruments
a Mean Median 5% 95% % Error
b
True WTP Full 467.4 474.9 191.8 720.1 0.0%
CS ‐ After Full Linear 494.2 494.2 494.2 494.2 5.7%
Wet to Dry ‐ Difference Full Linear 618.5 618.5 618.5 618.5 32.3%
Any Wet ‐ Difference Full Linear 36.0 36.0 36.0 36.0 ‐92.3%
IV ‐ CS After Full Linear Wet 523.0 523.0 523.0 523.0 11.9%
CS ‐ After Full Log‐Linear 488.5 485.8 474.2 511.6 4.5%
Wet to Dry ‐ Difference Full Log‐Linear 624.4 620.9 606.1 653.9 33.6%
Any Wet ‐ Difference Full Log‐Linear 30.9 30.8 30.0 32.4 ‐93.4%
IV ‐ CS After Full Log‐Linear Wet 460.9 458.3 447.3 482.6 ‐1.4%
True WTP Wet Only 518.3 520.4 225.0 750.2 0.0%
CS ‐ After Wet Only Linear 494.2 494.2 494.2 494.2 ‐4.6%
Wet to Dry ‐ Difference Wet Only Linear 618.5 618.5 618.5 618.5 19.3%
Any Wet ‐ Difference Wet Only Linear 36.0 36.0 36.0 36.0 ‐93.1%
IV ‐ CS After Wet Only Linear Wet 523.0 523.0 523.0 523.0 0.9%
CS ‐ After Wet Only Log‐Linear 492.2 489.4 475.1 514.7 ‐5.0%
Wet to Dry ‐ Difference Wet Only Log‐Linear 629.2 625.6 607.2 657.9 21.4%
Any Wet ‐ Difference Wet Only Log‐Linear 31.2 31.0 30.1 32.6 ‐94.0%





Model Sample Specification Instrument Mean Median 5% 95% % Error
b
True WTP Full 1.9 0.0 ‐7.9 15.6 0.0%
CS ‐ After Distance Change Full Linear 1.3 0.0 0.0 9.9 ‐28.5%
CS ‐ After Distance Total Full Linear 1.2 0.0 0.0 8.6 ‐37.9%
Difference Full Linear 1.7 0.0 0.0 12.6 ‐9.3%
IV ‐ Difference Full Linear Mot 1.6 0.0 0.0 12.1 ‐12.9%
IV ‐ CS After Full Linear Mot 2.9 0.0 0.0 21.4 54.2%
CS ‐ After Distance Change Full Log‐Linear 1.4 0.0 0.0 10.1 ‐27.6%
CS ‐ After Distance Total Full Log‐Linear 1.1 0.0 0.0 8.2 ‐41.1%
Difference Full Log‐Linear 1.7 0.0 0.0 12.7 ‐8.7%
IV ‐ Difference Full Log‐Linear Mot 1.7 0.0 0.0 12.3 ‐11.5%
IV ‐ CS After Full Log‐Linear Mot 2.7 0.0 0.0 19.8 41.8%
True WTP Motorola 7.7 5.8 0.0 22.2 0.0%
CS ‐ After Distance Change Motorola Linear 5.4 3.4 0.4 16.0 ‐29.9%
CS ‐ After Distance Total Motorola Linear 4.7 3.0 0.3 13.9 ‐39.1%
Difference Motorola Linear 6.8 4.4 0.5 20.4 ‐11.1%
IV ‐ Difference Motorola Linear Mot 6.6 4.2 0.5 19.5 ‐14.6%
IV ‐ CS After Motorola Linear Mot 11.6 7.4 0.8 34.6 51.2%
CS ‐ After Distance Change Motorola Log‐Linear 5.5 3.5 0.4 17.1 ‐29.0%
CS ‐ After Distance Total Motorola Log‐Linear 4.4 2.8 0.3 13.9 ‐42.2%
Difference Motorola Log‐Linear 6.9 4.4 0.5 21.6 ‐10.5%
IV ‐ Difference Motorola Log‐Linear Mot 6.7 4.3 0.5 20.9 ‐13.2%




Model Sample Specification Instruments
a Mean Median 5% 95% % Error
b Mean Median 5% 95% % Error
b
True WTP Full 9.8 3.7 ‐8.9 43.0 0.0% 41.3 41.8 16.3 66.6 0.0%
CS ‐ After Not Site Specific Full Linear 6.8 0.0 0.0 27.2 ‐30.8% 6.8 0.0 0.0 27.2 ‐83.6%
CS ‐ After Site Specific Full Linear 5.6 0.0 0.0 22.6 ‐42.5% ‐4.2 0.0 ‐16.8 0.0 ‐110.1%
Difference Full Linear 7.1 0.0 0.0 28.5 ‐27.5% 7.6 0.0 0.0 30.4 ‐81.7%
IV ‐ Difference Full Linear Mot, Clean 10.7 0.0 0.0 42.9 9.1% 10.7 0.0 0.0 42.9 ‐74.1%
IV ‐ CS After Full Linear Mot, Clean 11.9 0.0 0.0 47.6 21.1% 11.9 0.0 0.0 47.6 ‐71.3%
CS ‐ After Distance Change Full Log‐Linear 6.9 0.0 0.0 27.4 ‐29.1% 6.9 0.0 0.0 27.4 ‐83.2%
CS ‐ After Distance Total Full Log‐Linear ‐1.9 0.0 ‐7.7 0.0 ‐119.8% ‐10.7 0.0 ‐42.2 0.0 ‐125.8%
Difference Full Log‐Linear 6.9 0.0 0.0 27.1 ‐30.0% 7.6 0.0 0.0 30.2 ‐81.5%
IV ‐ Difference Full Log‐Linear Mot, Clean 10.7 0.0 0.0 42.4 9.6% 10.7 0.0 0.0 42.4 ‐74.0%
IV ‐ CS After Full Log‐Linear Mot, Clean 12.1 0.0 0.0 47.8 23.4% 12.1 0.0 0.0 47.8 ‐70.7%
True WTP Motorola 8.3 6.5 0.0 23.0 0.0%
CS ‐ After Distance Change Motorola Linear 5.7 3.6 0.4 16.9 ‐31.2%
CS ‐ After Distance Total Motorola Linear 4.7 3.0 0.3 14.1 ‐42.9%
Difference Motorola Linear 6.0 3.8 0.4 17.7 ‐27.9%
IV ‐ Difference Motorola Linear Mot, Clean 9.0 5.7 0.6 26.7 8.5%
IV ‐ CS After Motorola Linear Mot, Clean 9.9 6.3 0.7 29.6 20.4%
CS ‐ After Distance Change Motorola Log‐Linear 6.0 3.8 0.4 18.9 ‐27.2%
CS ‐ After Distance Total Motorola Log‐Linear ‐1.7 ‐1.1 ‐5.3 ‐0.1 ‐120.3%
Difference Motorola Log‐Linear 5.9 3.8 0.4 18.6 ‐28.1%
IV ‐ Difference Motorola Log‐Linear Mot, Clean 9.3 5.9 0.7 29.2 12.4%
IV ‐ CS After Motorola Log‐Linear Mot, Clean 10.5 6.7 0.7 32.8 26.6%
True WTP Landfill 31.6 30.3 11.8 51.3 0.0%
CS ‐ After Distance Change Landfill Linear 21.4 17.3 13.7 41.9 ‐32.2%
CS ‐ After Distance Total Landfill Linear ‐13.2 ‐10.7 ‐25.9 ‐8.5 ‐141.9%
Difference Landfill Linear 23.9 19.3 15.3 46.8 ‐24.3%
IV ‐ Difference Landfill Linear Mot, Clean 33.8 27.3 21.6 66.1 7.0%
IV ‐ CS After Landfill Linear Mot, Clean 37.5 30.3 24.0 73.3 18.7%
CS ‐ After Distance Change Landfill Log‐Linear 21.8 17.7 13.8 41.9 ‐31.1%
CS ‐ After Distance Total Landfill Log‐Linear ‐33.5 ‐27.2 ‐64.4 ‐21.3 ‐205.9%
Difference Landfill Log‐Linear 24.0 19.5 15.2 46.1 ‐24.2%
IV ‐ Difference Landfill Log‐Linear Mot, Clean 33.6 27.4 21.4 64.8 6.5%
IV ‐ CS After Landfill Log‐Linear Mot, Clean 37.9 30.8 24.1 72.9 20.0%





Appendix A. Estimating minimum temperature 
 
  Estimating a model similar to Brazel et al. [2007], who found that water 
intensive land cover is associated with cooler nighttime summer temperatures; we use 
actual temperature monitoring data along with land cover data to generate predictions of 
July minimum low temperatures for each block group in the study area. The source of 
land cover data is satellite interpreted images using the Stefanov et al [2001] 
classification system. This system analyzes differences in reflectivity to assign one of 12 
land cover types to a 30x30 meter square. The land cover types include cultivated 
vegetation, cultivated grass, vegetation, fluvial and lacustrine sediments (canals), water, 
undisturbed, disturbed soil with agricultural water rights, compacted soil, disturbed 
(commercial/industrial), disturbed (asphalt and concrete), disturbed (mesic residential), 
and disturbed (xeric residential). 
  To predict temperatures, we estimate a model relating low temperatures to 
neighborhood land cover. We use daily observed low temperatures at 20 NOAA 
monitoring stations located across Phoenix for the years 2000 through 2008 and attach 
those temperature monitors to any Census 2000 block group centroid located within 1 
mile of each monitor. In total, this results in 308 block groups assigned actual 
temperature data. For each block group we calculate the average low temperature for 
each month forming our dependent variable. Our independent variables consist of 
household income reported by the Census 2000 at the block group, elevation, the 
diversity of land cover types, the percentage asphalt, and the percent vegetative cover in 
each block group. In addition, we include a series of year and monthly dummy variables.   59
Results from this regression are reported in table A.1 and show that vegetative land cover 
is predictive of lower summertime temperatures as is the percent of water, higher 
elevation, and diversity of types of land cover. Asphalt is associated with higher 
temperatures, as expected. 
  Using the regression results relating land cover to temperature, we predict the 
2005 July low temperatures in each block group across the Phoenix region. By 
construction, this temperature measure is correlated with land cover, both of which we 
specify to enter the "true" utility function for households. Summary statistics for the 
predicted July low temperatures are reported in table A.2. In total, we predict 
temperatures for 2,113 block groups with July low temperatures ranging from a low of 
just over 72 degrees to a high of nearly 86.5 degrees. The mean block group predicted 
low temperature is slightly over 80 degrees.   60
Table A.1:  Minimum temperature regression
Variable Estimate Std Err t‐stat
Constant 44.743 0.483 92.650
% Vegetative ‐8.711 0.566 ‐15.400
% Asphalt 5.546 0.490 11.320
% Water ‐10.675 2.310 ‐4.620
Elevation ‐0.005 0.000 ‐13.170
Diversity ‐0.038 0.041 ‐0.920
February 0.432 0.234 1.850
March 6.485 0.234 27.690
April 10.992 0.231 47.520
May 21.244 0.233 91.120
June 28.077 0.231 121.680
July 37.097 0.233 159.090
August 35.817 0.233 153.650
September 28.002 0.239 117.160
October 18.925 0.240 78.780
November 5.944 0.239 24.890
December ‐1.683 0.241 ‐6.990
2001 0.202 0.212 0.950
2002 ‐0.324 0.207 ‐1.560
2003 0.716 0.205 3.490
2004 0.121 0.207 0.590
2005 0.777 0.206 3.780
2006 0.332 0.208 1.600
2007 1.185 0.212 5.600















Appendix B. Description of hazardous waste sites 
 
  The Indian Bend Wash site was proposed for listing on the National Priorities List 
(NPL) in December, 1982 and received final listing on September, 1983. The site was 
listed due to contaminated ground water and includes 12 square miles of land stretching 
from Scottsdale to Tempe. As a result of the contamination of ground water, six city 
wells were closed. Over 350,000 people live in the contaminated area. The site received 
"construction completed" status in 2006 but has yet to be fully deleted from the active 
NPL list. 
  The second hazardous waste site we focus on is the Motorola 52nd Street plant. 
This site was proposed for listing in June, 1988 and received final listing in December, 
1989. To date, the site has not received construction complete status and remains an 
active cleanup site. This site is located on a former semiconductor manufacturing plant 
and encompasses 90 acres in the midst of a residential and commercial area. As a result 
of a leaking underground storage tank, groundwater and soil were contaminated. The 
contaminated water has spread several miles underground, but is not being used for 
drinking water, but resulted in the closure of several wells. 
  The third and final site we examine is the Nineteenth avenue landfill which was 
proposed for listing in December, 1982 and received final listing in September, 1983. The 
site was deleted in September, 2006. The 213 acre landfill is located in an industrial area 
adjacent to the Salt River. Within six miles of the site live over 16,000 people with the 
closest people located only 1/3rd of a mile away. As with the previous two sites, this site 
is responsible for contaminated ground water and has been made worse intermittently due   62
to flooding of the nearby Salt River which had breached areas of the closed landfill. 
Unlike the other two sites, there are no residential wells located in the immediate vicinity 
of the landfill. Cleanup of the site ultimately cost of 22 million dollars.  63
Appendix C. Second-stage hedonic preference parameter estimates 
 
Table C.1:  Preference calibration second‐stage hedonic
Variable Estimate Std Err t‐stat Estimate Std Err t‐stat
Square feet (100s) 1.828 0.007 276.580 1.834 0.006 291.610
Acres 0.803 0.003 302.660 0.591 0.002 285.920
Stories ‐3.294 0.007 ‐455.330 ‐1.780 0.004 ‐471.370
Bathrooms 2.613 0.009 298.320 1.288 0.004 320.140
Age ‐0.120 0.000 ‐257.260 ‐0.223 0.001 ‐303.920
Pool 2.045 0.005 434.570 1.313 0.003 405.220
Garage 3.178 0.006 495.070 1.559 0.003 501.870
Wet 1.333 0.003 474.880 n/a n/a n/a
July min temp ‐0.967 0.002 ‐520.850 n/a n/a n/a
NPL inverse distance n/a n/a n/a ‐0.157 0.000 ‐489.130
CBD distance 0.115 0.000 316.660 0.038 0.000 344.120
Landscape Hazardous Waste
 
 
 
 